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Ross & Associates Environmental Consulting, Lid.

Sub]éct: Themes from Duwamish Interviews, Implications, and Next Steps

In August and September 2005, Ross & Associates carried out twenty-seven individual .
interviews on the Duwamish clean-up process with managers, technical staff and consultants
from the four Lower Duwamish Waterway Group (LDWG) members, EPA, and the Washington
State Department of Ecology. This memorandum presents key theines and ideas that emerged - .
from the interviews, and some observations on the potential implications of these themes. . = -

Interviews were focused on examining the ongoing RI/FS work and related source control issues,
specifically: communication between the technical and mmanagement grouips, timeliness of issue
identification, leadership, durability of issue resolution, and understanding people's views about
upcoming technical and policy challenges and whether systems are in place to meet these . '
challenges. Each individual interview was approximately one hour in length. ‘Interview .. - .~

questions and the list of interviewees are attached as Attachment 1, -

Overview
In sum, the structures and interactions within afiit between the LDWG and the Agencies are

working well in the context of the Superfund process; it the same tire cinterviewees identified
room for:improvement in some areas, and expressed an.interest in optimizing their. - .. !
interactions especially in light of upcoming technical and policy challenges. Mot . ;.
interviewees felt that the clean up is going well, or as well as can be expected fo\ré;S_uperiﬁ;,lg, :
site, In general, interviewees felt that communicatio %&thm;gmups (LDWG mangers, -~ s

technical staff, lawyers, and consultants) is good; it fh si’f?{me ‘room for'mpmvgméht;ig'éié‘. .
frequency, timeliness and relevance of communicatiSh B&twesn groups. : ST

FE S S R e I . PR R R T lan e . -
Despite interviewees’ overall positive attitude about the. clean up, they.also identified some : ;. -
ty, and, durability
of decision making. Interviewees from the LDWG were most likely to expréldkthisﬁc‘l‘ncem
However; some Agency.representatives expressed similar concerns with the. pace%gﬁdéti‘dties
within the LDWG and with the extent to ‘which the LDWG ackiowledges.the Agencies® . :
obligation to balance multiple-interests and to fully implement the Superfund process. Most .. -::
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’ interviewees expressed optimism that structures are in place for successful, needed discussions
between the Agencies and LDWG, and between the technical and managers groups.

What is Working Well

There was almost unanimous agreement among interviewees that communication within groups
is very good, as is some communication between groups. Interviewees observed that this good

. communication was at least in part the result of positive interpersonal dynamics such as respect
for others, good working relationships, good personalities, and the gencral sense that a group of
experienced and capable people are working on the clean up.

Most interviewees felt that the groups operate at a fairly high-level and with a similar, general

sense of purpose and commitment to produce timely action. Many of the individuals involved

have a long history of working with each other on various other projects which helps to create
functionality and understanding and fosters a sense of teamwork. All of these aspects have

helped to create a different, more positive tone than many interviewees had experxenced in

workmg on other Superfund sites. ' . . - -,

In addition, all interviewees expressed a desrre to move forward with the RI/FS and the clean—
up work quickly, efficiently, and in a manner that results in a remedy that protects humans
and the environment. Although interviewees may have different views as to the extent to which
these aspirations are currently being met, this shared sense of purpose creates a strong foundatlon
on which the group can continue to bulld St

Areas for Improvement e

Many mterv:ewces, partticularly those from the LDWG managers and technical groups but also .
some from the Agencies, expressed concern that over time it seems that the process is gettmg
‘hing up on litlle issues with too much time and money being spent on details that will not
ultimately drive clean-up decisions or otherwise seem less important or relevant. ‘Atthe same -3
time, many of the interviewees who expressed this concern necogmzed that the RUFS must -
adequately address all legitimate technical concerns in order to create a robust and durable clean-'
up outcome. In general; interviewees éxpressed interest in managing this dynamic tensnon by
emphasizing a focus on the “big plcture” and on workmg together to establish pnontles
Interviewees also expressed interest in a conversatlon about b'ade-q[f.'s' between time and money
spent studying and time and money spent on éarly actions or other actual cleari up. iSome -
interviewees expressed frustration over the amount of site characterization sampling being - :
performed. For the most part, interviewees who ‘expressed this concern felt that once the overa]l
site conceptual model is:established, credible, responsible decisions could be made with fewer
data points, and that gathering additional data may confirm, but will not fundamentally change,
the early actions already anticipated or the feasibility of various remedial approaches. For- -
example, some interviewees, particularly those from the LDWG technical group, expressed
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concern over a focus on arsenic and dioxin expressing the view that because the presence of
those constituents in the environment is largely a result of wide-spread, dispersed, long-term

human activity than a result of the activities of any of the responsible parties, they should be
considered area-wide, man-made urban background and will not drive clean-up decisions in the
same way that PCBs will. Other interviewees, particularly those from the Agencies, expressed
frustration with resistance to sampling efforts, reiterating the need for detailed information on
which to base further site characterization, source control, and clean-up decisions, and to respond
to cominunity concems. Overall, all interviewees recogmzed a need to balance between too
much and not enough sampling, with the goal of gathering the information needed without
endlessly delaying next steps or losing sight of the bigger picture. There are differing views,
however, as to where precisely this balance should be struck.

A number of interviewees expressed a related concern about pace of the early action work.
Interviewees who expressed this concern were frustrated that the early actions had been, in their
view, slow to start. They feel that starting to do something in the clean up is important both in
the sense of efficiency and spending time and money well, as well as in making substantive
progress to improve the community and working conditions at and around the site. Other
interviewees felt that the early actions were moving forward appropriately, given the overall
complexity of the clean up and the need to inform early action scope and implementation W1th
robust data and analysis. - @

In general interviewees did not have a consistent view on tlxef Source control
efforts, A number of interviewees expressed concern about so control efforts. Sor_ne
interviewees were concerned that source control efforts seem to Bella behind other clean-
up efforts and would therefore make early actions and feasibility studies difficult to implement.
. Other interviewees were concerned that source control efforts might be driving a different type
of data collection - and more data collectior — than otherwise would be required simply to .
characterize the types of releases more traditionally subject to Supcrfund clean up, and that 1f
the source control effort welb-THoreS it it would not belnder
@ | Interviewees who e)q)ressed these concerns -: ated that many of the contemporary

sources are non-point and related to more generalized humah activity and urban runoff, and -

should not necessarily addressed as part of the Lower Duwamjsh Superfund clean up.

Interv1ewees felt that: thlS focus ona broader source contro] effyrt may be slowing down or

arly actions. . b

control actlvmes, fmdmgs and priorities. Interviewees who expressed concerns that the scope of
sotrce control efforts is too broad generally thought that if the source control effort were more-
A appropriately focused and narrowed, current source control resources would be adequate.

G—alj. = recotamimation
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A few interviewees felt there were too many meetings, while others felt a need for more
meetings or briefings particularly between the technical group and the management groups as a

" way to make sure everyone is on the same page, to bypass some of the arguing over little issues,
and to empower managers with accurate information to communicate to the public. With regard
to the current meeting schedule and process, concern was voiced over lack of meeting efficiency
and the need for better agenda management with a focus on decision making and identifying
specific measured outcomes. This was expressed as a concern particularly about the managers’
meetings. A number of interviewees observed that the managers’ group was largely in the role
of reacting to problems or issues raised by the technical groups, or others, after they had already
become problems; interviewees were interested in the managers’ group taking a more pro-
active, leadership role in anticipating issues and providing strategic direction. Interviewees
also desired a better sense of Agency expectations in terms of the unfolding Superfund process,
decision Ummg, and data and other input needed to support decisions.

A number of mterv1ewees, particularly those from the LDWG expressed an interest in beginning
a conversation about a broader vision and end goals for the Duwamish River as a way to begin
to think and talk about feasibility studies.and, ultimately, remedy selection. Interviewees who
expressed interest in this type of conversation fully recognized that it would need to take place in
the context of the overall Superfund process, and in an atmosphere of openness to ensure that the
Agencies hear and consider all perspectives on the issues. Interviewees recognized that it may
be premature to initiate such a conversation and the need for any conversation to include an open
and balanced representation of all interests. At the same time, a number of interviewees felt that
recent efforts on the part of the LDWG to create opportunities to involve the community in the

" clean-up'process that go beyond traditional Superfund community outreach efforts had been very
fruitful. -There was a strong interest in the LDWG and Agencies exploring how best to
communicate with and outreach to the public, involve the community early in the frammg of
fea81b111ty studies, and begin to understand and address the ‘potential for dlvergent visions for the
ijer and different expectatlons about potenual c]ean-up outcomes -

Upcomlng iss ues

The single;; blgest upcommg issue that was ratsed by interviewees was how best to begin. to
understand various perspectives on an end-state vision for the River and how to involve the
.community in clean-up decisions. Interviewees recognized that different players in the clean
up could have different assump’uons or visions for the clean up — interviewees talked about these
dlﬁ'erent assumptions or visions occurring within the LDWG organizations and the Agencles,
between the LDWG and the Agéncies, and within the larger commiunity around the site and. °
between the community and the LDWG. and/of the Agencies. Interviewees who talked about

" this issue were wncerncd that these different assumptions or visions might colo# peoples’. -

* participation in discussion on clean up in ways that could be hard to understand without an
understanding of the underlying assumptions or vision and that issues could be harder to resolve
without this understanding. Interviewees placed particular importance on fostering timely and
candid communication with the community around the site. Some interviewees also stressed
that the LDWG and Agency representatives should coordinate communication efforts so that a
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clear message is being given to the community about the direction and progress of the clean up
process. :

Identifying other PRPs and determining how their involvement might change the dynamic of
current process was widely mentioned as a pressing issuc. There was mixed feelings among the
interviewees with regard to this subject. Most interviewees had a strong interest in identification
“of additional PRPs. Interviewees were not, however, uniformly interested in other PRPs
participating in the current LDWG structure; rather, interviewees who were most interested in
identification of additional PRPs thought they might participate later in clean-up
implementation. ' .

_ jwas mentioned as an important consideration by a number of
interviewees. Interviewees stressed the importance of understanding that given the urban / -
industrial setting of the site, some level of recontamination likely is inevitable. Many
interviewees felt that understanding the potential recontamination dynamic and determining -

- what this means within the big picture of clean-up decisions and monitoring efforts would be

* . important to making progress in completing the RI and beginning the FS.

i

' : . \ :
Interviewees mentioned a number of other techmical issues. These included: the connection-(or
lack thereof in some interviewees’ views) between fish tissue data and contaminant
concentrations in sediment levels; interpretation of the fish tissue data more generally;
determining *‘urban background” levels of dioxin.and arsenic and the implication of this
background for the clean up as discussed above under “Areas for Improvement;” and
interpretation of the food web model. Greoac i : .

and eng at source control has resotirces to make appropriate progress:

The need for involvement from natural resource trustees and an understanding of the role that
trustees will play in the clean up. ~ , Sl e

- Finally, almost all interviewees reiterated one of the bases for the interview project as a set of
upcoining issues — namely.that the clean up is nearing-completion of the RI and is actively
beginming to move into feasibility studies and, afler feasibilities studies; will move to remedy

. selection. These activities will raise many of the issues that have the most potential to raise

differénces in expectations and values and to be, therefore, difficult to resolve, namely: the
amount of site characterization needed, defining risks at the site, selecting ¢lean-up levels and

- defining the acceptable level of residual risk, and evaluating and selecting clean-up alternatives
and considering the amount of treatment and/or removal of sediments that may be necessary. -

Iniplicaﬁbns

’ﬁw interviéw process did not result in a sense thAt the current Duwamish cl.eﬁn—up process or the
relationships between the LDWG groups and the Agencies are fundamentally off track.. At the .
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same time, a number of changes have the potential to improve the current systems and to better
position the parties to move into the feasibility studies and, ultimately, to remedy selection and
implementation.

First, in the face of the day-to-day pace and normal frustrations of a complex and deadline driven
project, the LDWG and Agency groups should acknowledge the progress they have made to date
and should continue to nurture the good working relationships and sense of mutual respect
and professionalism that they have together created. In general, Superfund clean ups are not
well known for fostering these types of relationships. The groups will be better able to navigate
the inevitable differences in perspective or arguments over individual issues that will arise if they
continue to foster a positive dynamic.

. Second, the Groups should continue to increase their shared understanding of the pace and -
content of the Superfund process-and the information and input EPA and Ecology need to make
decisions. This work should focus on ensuring that process steps and expectations and data .
needs and decision making are clearly articulated and understood so that the group can expand
its coramon sense of the type of pace that is realistic for a clean up of this magnitude. This is not
to say that the groups should not continue to push for rapid and efficient progress — virtually all
interviewees expressed an mterest in movmg the clean up forwa.rd as qmckly and efficiently as
possible.

Third, the LDWG and Agency managers” group should strengthen its Ieadershtp role and ref ne -

its relationship to the project managers and technical groups. Particularly as the clean up
moves into the feasibility assessment and remedy selection phases, it is important for the
managers” group to take a more active role in anticipating potential issues, providing early
context and direction, and establishing the expectation that the projéét managets and technical.
groups raise potential issues early and seek direction before issties become inflamed. A more -
pro-active approach will help the managers” group create the context in which issues are
discussed and resolved by the project managers and the ‘technical groups; it also will help the
managers’ group direct the focus of the project managers and the technical groups and more
effectively track and support the project managers’ and technical groups’ progress. This fype of
Jorward looking approach will require consistent preparation and participdtion on the part of -
the representatives to the managers’ group and moré and more regular communication between
managers group and the project managers and technical staff bothr within the individual
organizations and as a larger group.- The upcoming issues and areas for improvement identified
during the interview pmcess should create the basis. for development of an ajf rmatxve steermg
agemia for managers’ group dtscussmns - :

Thxs is not a mcommendatwn that the managers group bccomc mvolvcd in day-to-day
operations and decision making — these remain the responsibility of the project managers for thé
various entities involved. It is critica] that the project managers have the independence to run the
clean up on a day to day basis. By setting direction and context early, the idea is that a-stronger -
managers’ group will strengthen the confidence with which project managers make the numerous
decisions — large and small - that they face ona daily basis, and will serve as a viable forum if .
. the project managers are not able to timely reach a decision or if one or more parties feel a

KCSlip4 53642

SEA420013



Memo to Wayne Grotheer
October 28, 2005
Page 7

decision by the project managers is not appropriate. It is not for the managers’ group to obviate
the role of the project managers as the first line of decision making.

Finally, efforts to create shared understandings of the existing data and thejr meaning should
continye and be expanded. Ultimately, data will drive the clean-up decisions. The data on the
Duwamish clean up has the potential to be complicated and to carry different meanings.
depending on the different perspectives through which the data is considered. Work between the
technical staff for the LDWG and the Agencies to create shared understandings-of the data and
their meaning are critical to realizing the aspiration of durable, efficient decision making. A
similar investment in creating a climate of candor and openness about the data and their meaning
between the Agencies, the LDWG and the larger Duwamish community will support informed
and meaningful participation in the clean-up process. Note that it is not necessary for everyone
to agree on the meaning of the data for this approach to improve the clean up. Understanding
people’s different interpretations of the data and why they are making those interpretations is
valuable both in terms of creating a common substantive basis from which to understand »
subsequent decisions, and in furthering an atmosphere of mutual respect. :

Conclusion and Next Steps

This memorandum documents the planned interview process. Next steps are at the discretion of
the LDWG and Agency groups. Note that, early in the interview process there was some
discussion of the potential for a workshop or other meeting of the LDWG, the Agencies, and
potentially others, to discuss the outcomes of the interview process and to explore a shared vision
for the future of the clean-up effort.- Ross & Associates is not, at this time, recommending such a
mecting — rather, it seems that efforts should be made to optimize existing meeting structures and
relationships and to fold the results of the interview process into these investments. o

- It was fascinating to learn more about the Duwamish clean up and the efforts that the LDWG, the
Agencies, and others are making to address this important local resource. Ross & Associates

~ would welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss interview findings and implications,

and to facilitate a discussion of these and additional next steps. Thank you for the opportunity to

A ~ be involved with this effort.

i
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Attachment 1.

Interview Questions
1. What is your role in the R/FS? How long have you been involved?

2. What do you think is working well right now‘? Why is/are these working well what is/are the
" factors or features that make it successful?

3. ’W'hat could be improved? ‘What improvements do you suggest?

4. What decisions and challenges (pohcy, techmcal, or other) do you see the RI/FS -effort facing
over the next few years? .. :

5. What is needed eﬁ‘ectxvely to make thesc decisions and meet these challenges? ‘Are these
conditions in place? If not, what improvements are needed?

6. What lessons have you learned on this or other relevant RI/FS efforts? ‘How would you apply
those lessons to the Duwamish?

7. Isthere anything else you would like to add?

Donald Thci]cr

Intemewees
' From EPA Jeff Stern -
Sheila Eckmann *Rod Brandon
Allison Hiltner Elsie Hulswcr
Lori Cohen -~ - "
Kris Flint : From the Cle of Seattl
Charhc Ordme - Martin Baker - i
Jennie Goldberg

From Eco]ogg -Beth Schmoyer
Steve Alexander :
Rick Huey From the Boeing Company
Dan Cargill Steve Tochko
Rick Thomas Skip Fox
‘ : Paul Carlson
From the Poit of Seatile ’ C
Wayne Grotheer From thé consulting groups
Doug Hotchkiss Mike Johns ‘
“Tom Newlon Kathy Godfretson

. : Jennifer Sampson -
From King County Lawrence McCrone

John Ryan
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